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Abstract

When faced with conflicting information, consumers often wonder what the “right”

consumption level is. A highly relevant context that is often associated with such

uncertainty is food consumption (e.g., of meat or dairy products), where consumers

seek information to determine whether and how much to consume, and often a

recommended goal from health experts is to reduce overconsumption. We apply the

theory of goal settings as reflecting such information, focusing on specific goals (e.g.,

“eat meat twice a week”) versus general goals (“eat less meat”). Based on a series of

three experiments in both online and field settings with 674 participants overall, we

show that in food consumption contexts with conflicting information, general goals

set by health experts are less effective than specific goals in battling over-

consumption. Perceived value of information was identified as the underlying me-

chanism as it mediated the effect of conflicting information on reduced

overconsumption. Prior work suggests conflicting information is typically dis-

advantageous for consumers. Our research demonstrates how consumers can

benefit from communication emphasizing specific goals when information conflicts.

It contributes to policymakers, health experts, and social marketers that search for

effective marketing strategies to reduce overconsumption of items that may be

associated with conflicting information.

K E YWORD S

accessibility–diagnosticity framework, conflicting information, de‐marketing, food decision

making, goals, information value, overconsumption

1 | INTRODUCTION

In a world of data overload and conflicting information, consumers

are not always clear about the “right” thing to do. In health‐related
contexts, making correct decisions and setting the right consumption

level of foods and beverages is especially important. A relevant and

timely example involves meat consumption. On the one hand,

consumers know meat is a good source of protein and is therefore

an important and healthy element of one's diet (Ahhmed &

Muguruma, 2010). On the other hand, red and processed meats are

often associated with increased risk for cancer, cardiovascular dis-

eases, diabetes, and other illnesses, as well as general mortality

(Micha, Wallace, & Mozaffarian, 2010; Sinha, Cross, Graubard,

Leitzmann, & Schatzkin, 2009). Following years of debate, the World

Health Organization (WHO) published a report that stated that the

“consumption of red meat is probably carcinogenic to humans, based

on limited evidence that the consumption of red meat causes cancer

in humans and strong mechanistic evidence supporting a carcino-

genic effect” (World Health Organization, 2015a). This report

seemed to contribute to the confusion that surrounds meat con-

sumption, leading the WHO to release an additional announcement

3 days later that stated, “The latest…review does not ask people to

stop eating processed meats but indicates that reducing consumption

of these products can reduce the risk of colorectal cancer”
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(World Health Organization, 2015b). When faced with this kind of

conflicting information, consumers wonder, “What is the desired

consumption level for me?”

Although consumers are often confused, prior research has mainly

studied consumption contexts without conflicting information (e.g.,

eating more vegetables is clearly healthy; Cheema & Soman, 2008;

Murray & Häubl, 2007; Soman & Cheema, 2004). Furthermore,

research and practice are also unclear regarding the most effective

goal‐setting strategy that policymakers, health experts, and social

marketers can apply to effectively persuade consumers to improve

consumption patterns, especially reduce overconsumption. Results

regarding the effectiveness of two competing goal‐setting strategies

are mixed: a strategy that emphasizes a general goal (e.g., “One should

eat less meat” or “Be active and do push‐ups every day”), and one that

emphasizes a specific goal (e.g., “One should eat three ounces of meat

per day” or “Do 30 push‐ups a day” (Fang, Palmatier, & Evans, 2004;

Scott & Nowlis, 2013; Ülkümen & Cheema, 2011). Practitioners, as we

empirically demonstrate below, have overwhelmingly adopted one

strategy: emphasizing general goals in their communication. Still,

whether this approach is more effective than using specific goals in

consumption contexts with conflicting information about the desired

consumption goal is unclear.

In the current research, we connect two distinct questions: (a)

the question of conflicting versus nonconflicting consumption con-

texts, and (b) the question of specific versus general consumption

goals. We focus on messages conveyed by health experts to reduce

overconsumption.

Specifically, we focus on conflicting consumption contexts in

which health experts agree that a reduction in overconsumption for

individuals and society as a whole is warranted, for both health and

sustainability reasons, and therefore communicate to the public the

recommended reduced overconsumption goals (e.g., Akesowan, 2010;

Macdiarmid, 2013; Peattie & Peattie, 2009; Röös et al., 2017; Urgert,

van Vliet, Zock, & Katan, 2000). Further, the current research is mo-

tivated by the notion of de‐marketing, following the increased interest

of public and private entities in promoting environmental or social

goals to influence public health and sustainable consumption, including

reduced overconsumption (Grinstein & Nisan, 2009; Sodhi, 2011;

Xie & Kronrod, 2012).

We propose that in such conflicting contexts, policymakers,

health experts, and social marketers should recommend that con-

sumers form specific, rather than general, goals to effectively change

their behavior and avoid overconsumption. Our theoretical premise

and framework are based on the accessibility–diagnosticity model

(Feldman & Lynch, 1988), building on the notion that under some

conditions (such as the one we study—consumption contexts with

conflicting information) consumers, to make better decisions, may

rely on precise (Rosenthal, 1971) and diagnostic (Kardes, Posavac, &

Cronley, 2004) information.

In a series of three experiments that involved hypothetical and

actual choices, conducted online and in the field, we demonstrate

that when consumers face conflicting information, general goals lose

their effectiveness whereas specific goals are more successful in

reducing overconsumption. We illuminate the role of the perceived

value of information in this process as the underlying mechanism.

This study contributes to the growing body of work on con-

sumption goal setting, but is unique in improving our understanding

of consumer behavior when conflicting information is involved, an

area lacking previous research. It is also a study of de‐marketing, a

rarely studied topic (Grinstein & Nisan, 2009). Our research also

contributes to the growing discussion around the ethicality of per-

suasion approaches (e.g., nudges, marketing messages) that aim to

change consumer behavior under the assumption that such a change

is beneficial for the consumer and society more broadly (e.g.,

Eyal, 2016; Hagman, Andersson, Västfjäll, & Tinghög, 2015; Smith,

Goldstein, & Johnson, 2013).

1.1 | Consumption under conflicting information

The presence of conflicting information about whether consuming

different types of foods is healthy can increase the likelihood that

consumers will face dilemmas regarding their consumption decisions

and goals. In their work on conflicting information and functional

food, Naylor, Droms, and Haws (2009) describe the external en-

vironment as becoming more and more conflicting–opposing mes-

sages are conveyed in various media channels to influence consumer

behavior. Although this topic is highly relevant, research on the effect

of conflicting information on consumption is limited (Katz, Erkkinen,

Lindgren, & Hatsukami, 2018; Naylor et al., 2009; Rogers &

Gould, 2015).

Previous related research on goal‐setting effectiveness has ad-

vanced our knowledge with respect to motivation by showing that, in

general, goal‐setting is a useful strategy in helping consumers change

their behavior (Cheema & Soman, 2008; Dalton & Spiller, 2012; Fishbach

& Dhar, 2005; Murray & Häubl, 2007; Soman & Cheema, 2004; Y. D.

Zhang, Li, Zhang, & Zhang, 2019). This strategy is extremely useful when

the goals are communicated by experts (Wilson & Sherrell, 1993).

However, this line of research has studied how recommended con-

sumption goals can help consumers achieve their objectives in con-

sumption contexts without conflicting information (i.e., eating more fruit

or reducing weight is clearly healthy (O'Donnell, 2014; Y. D. Zhang

et al., 2019). Further, which type of goal may be more effective in

generating behavioral change among consumers in different situations

remains to be studied.

1.2 | Specific versus general consumption goals

Within the consumer‐behavior literature focused on motivation and

goal‐setting, two goal‐setting strategies are often studied: specific

goals (“Do 30 push‐ups every day”) and general goals (“Be active and

do push‐ups every day”) (Fang et al., 2004; Scott & Nowlis, 2013;

Ülkümen & Cheema, 2011).

On the one hand, a vast stream of research provides strong

support for the usage of specific goals. Earlier work, mainly in the

BAREKET‐BOJMEL ET AL. | 1485



field of organizational psychology, suggests specific goals are more

effective than general ones in bolstering motivation for goal pursuit

(Locke & Latham, 1990; Wright & Kacmar, 1994). For example, ample

evidence repeatedly indicates specific goals at work lead to higher

performance than urging people more generally to "do their best"

(see the S.M.A.R.T. [Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and

Timely] theory of goal‐setting; Doran, 1981; Locke & Latham, 2002).

Previous studies in food consumption also demonstrate the effective

role of well‐defined goals in changing consumption behavior (Costain &

Croker, 2005; O'Donnell, 2014). Moreover, research in the health domain

describes consumers as possessing a “quantified self,” under which they

incline to pursue accurate health‐related goals that are set by health

experts (using Fitbits, Apple watches; Y. D. Zhang et al., 2019).

On the other hand, recent research in consumer behavior highlights

a more nuanced approach, revealing some situations in which general

goals can be more effective. For example, Ülkümen and Cheema (2011)

show that specific goals help consumers save more of their income

when the savings recommendation is construed at a high level, but that

general goals help consumers save more when the savings re-

commendation is construed at a low level. Other studies show the ef-

fectiveness of the goal‐setting strategy depends on the national culture;

specific goals positively influence the sales effort for salespeople in the

United States (i.e., a low‐context communication culture), but general

goals positively influence the sales effort for salespeople in China (i.e., a

high‐context communication culture; Fang et al., 2004). Furthermore,

Scott and Nowlis (2013) find that setting specific goals (e.g., “Lose three

pounds”) is less effective than setting goals within a range (e.g., “Lose

two to four pounds”).

Although according to extant research, the effectiveness of specific

versus general goals still needs to be investigated, in practice, general

goals are much more widely used than specific ones in campaigns that

aim to promote healthier behavior. A review of two publicly available

websites that document slogans in a large number of product categories

to promote healthier behavior (www.shoutslogans.com and www.

thinkslogans.com) revealed that of the 117 slogans we collected,

108 included a recommended general goal (e.g., “Make nutrition one of

your ambitions” and “Eat right—future bright”), whereas only nine

slogans included a specific goal (e.g., “An apple a day keeps the doctor

away” and “Fruits are real nice, so be sure to have one slice”).

Taken together, the above evidence offers only limited insight re-

garding the effectiveness of each of the two goal‐setting strategies,

pointing to the fact that either strategy can be more effective in dif-

ferent situations (Rabinovich, Morton, Postmes, & Verplanken, 2009;

Ülkümen & Cheema, 2011). Next, we argue that when consumers face

conflicting information regarding desired consumption goals, specific

goals are likely to be more effective in changing behavior than general

goals, as they are more diagnostic—offering more informational value.

1.3 | Hypotheses development

Our theoretical basis stems from the accessibility–diagnosticity

model (Feldman & Lynch, 1988), which offers a parsimonious

explanation for the positive effect of specific consumption goals

on decreased consumption in contexts with conflicting informa-

tion. According to this model, a piece of accessible information is

used as an input if it is considered diagnostic. In the case of

conflicting information, diagnostic information is missing; there-

fore, general goals may lose its value as consumers look for ac-

cessible information that would provide informative and valuable

signals to fill this gap.

In this study, we focus on information generated by health ex-

perts that consist of communication of consumption recommenda-

tion. Specifically, we rely on communications that include either

specific or general goals regarding the recommended quantity of

consumption.

We propose that when facing conflicting information, con-

sumers may experience a drop in the perceived value of in-

formation, and therefore deliberately seek for recommendations

supported by experts with diagnostic value to enrich their un-

derstanding of the situation before reaching a decision. As a re-

sult, general goals are expected to be less effective. The effect of

specific goals is predicted to exceed the effect of general goals in

driving reduced consumption when consumers encounter con-

flicting information about the desired goal. Our proposition

considers prior findings on the diagnostic role of specific goals.

For example, Kardes et al. (2004) find that when consumers are

not knowledgeable about a topic, they perceive explicit conclu-

sions as more diagnostic than implicit ones. This proposition is

also supported by the precision effect (Rosenthal, 1971), which

refers to the fact that a statement (or a message) may be per-

ceived as informative depending on its specificity. Rosenthal

suggests that as specificity increases, the informational value of a

statement increases. At some point, the message contains enough

information to be seen as verifiable, which leads to optimum

reliability (Rosenthal, 1971). Moreover, consumers are guided by

conversational logic maxims that suggest more precise informa-

tion is provided for a reason (Y. C. Zhang & Schwarz, 2012);

therefore, they may believe specific information is superior to

general information.

Accordingly, we predict that in the presence of conflicting in-

formation, consumers face a decrease in their perceived value of

information, and a specific goal presented by experts that provides

explicit behavioral rules may be perceived as more diagnostic than a

general goal. Therefore, in the case of the shaky value of information,

communication by health experts that emphasizes a specific goal will

be more persuasive. We formally hypothesize the following:

H1. In consumption contexts with conflicting (vs. nonconflicting)

information, applying specific consumption goals conveyed by

experts will be more effective in reducing overconsumption

than applying general consumption goals.

H2. The perceived value of information will mediate the effect of

information type (conflicting vs. nonconflicting) on reduced

overconsumption only in the presence of specific goals (vs.

general goals).
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When nonconflicting information is presented, we have no rea-

son to assume specific consumption goals are superior to general

ones. The reason is that the unique benefit of information is less

relevant in these circumstances, because it is less diagnostic. We thus

expect the two strategies (specific goals and general goals) to be

equally effective in reducing overconsumption when consumers are

exposed to nonconflicting information.

Our conceptual framework is summarized in Figure 1.

2 | STUDIES OVERVIEW

Three studies, conducted online and in the field, explored the effect

of goal‐setting in de‐marketing communication in overconsumption

contexts with conflicting information on both intended and actual

consumer choices.

Study 1 demonstrates that specific goals communicated by

health experts are more effective than general goals in terms of

decreased consumption intentions under conflicting information.

Study 2 replicates the effect in a different consumption setting

and identifies an underlying mechanism—perceived value of in-

formation. Study 3 is a field study testing actual consumption

behavior. Overall, the three studies tested three different food‐
consumption contexts associated with conflicting information

(meat, sugar, coffee), in different cultures (US, UK, Israel), de-

monstrating both self‐reports on intended consumption and ac-

tual choices conducted in the field. Overall, these efforts increase

the external validity of our results.

3 | STUDY 1: SPECIFIC VERSUS GENERAL
GOALS WHEN INFORMATION CONFLICTS

The current study tested the prediction that specific consumption

goals presented by health experts are more effective than general

goals in reducing the overconsumption of a food item associated with

conflicting information about desired consumption.

3.1 | Participants

We recruited 408 U.S. participants through MTurk. Empirical findings

comparing MTurk to traditional data‐collection tools verify MTurk is a

viable tool for data collection (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011;

Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014;

Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). We excluded 21 participants

from the analysis who reported they do not consume meat products.

An outlier analysis revealed that 17 participants spent an exceptionally

long time completing the study (t > 169min), and we also excluded

these participants from the analysis. The remaining 370 participants

(211 males and 159 females) ranged in age from 18 to 74 years

(M = 31.72, SD = 10.73).

3.2 | Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (conflicting vs. noncon-

flicting information) × 2 (specific vs. general goal) between‐subjects
design. First, participants reported their average daily meat con-

sumption in ounces or grams. Next, they were asked to read a short

text, supposedly part of a news article reporting on findings by health

experts, that included wording from one of four conditions: (a) non-

conflicting information/specific goal (“New data shows a substantial

benefit from reducing consumption of meat to under 3 oz a day and

substituting healthier proteins”…); (b) nonconflicting information/

general goal (“New data shows a substantial benefit from reducing

consumption of meat and substituting healthier proteins”…); (c)

conflicting information/specific goal (“New data shows mixed results

from reducing consumption of meat to under 3 oz a day and sub-

stituting healthier proteins”…); and (d) conflicting information/gen-

eral goal (“New data shows mixed results from reducing consumption

of meat and substituting healthier proteins”…). All texts were similar

in length and wording and differed only in terms of their ambiguity

level regarding meat consumption (conflicting vs. nonconflicting) and

goal type (specific vs. general). See Appendix A for the full list of

study stimuli.

F IGURE 1 The conceptual framework: In
the presence of conflicting information,

consumers face a decrease in their perceived
value of information, and a specific goal
presented by experts that provides explicit

behavioral rules is expected to be more
effective than a general goal in reducing
overconsumption
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After reading the text, participants responded to a manipulation‐
check question (“According to the text, how healthy is it to eat meat?”

on a 7‐point scale, 1 = not healthy at all, 7 = very healthy) to verify their

perception of the conflicting or nonconflicting nature of the in-

formation in the different conditions. Next, they were asked to report

their intentions to consume meat the next day, as measured in

ounces or grams. Finally, participants were thanked and compen-

sated for their participation.

3.3 | Results

3.3.1 | Manipulation test

We first conducted a manipulation check to verify that the different

conditions activated different levels of message clarity with respect

to information type (conflicting or nonconflicting). As expected,

participants assigned to the nonconflicting condition reported such

consumption is significantly less healthy (M = 2.3, SD = 1.27) than did

participants in the conflicting condition (M = 3.11, SD = 1.03, F

(1, 366) = 43.28, p < .000, η2 = 0.106). Goal type did not affect these

ratings F(1, 366) = 1.482, p = .224, η2 = 0.004).

We then tested our prediction that specific goals are more ef-

fective in reducing consumption when information conflicts.

3.3.2 | Reduced consumption

We conducted an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) analysis of the

reported intended meat consumption for the next day, controlling for

initial reported average meat consumption a day. We conducted a

2 × 2 ANCOVA as a function of information type (0 = nonconflicting,

1 = conflicting) and goal type: (0 = general goal, 1 = specific goal). We

report estimated marginal means. A significant two‐way interaction

effect (F(1, 365) = 4.19, p = .041, η2 = 0.01) emerged. As expected,

planned comparisons revealed that participants who read the

conflicting‐information text reported on lower intended meat‐
consumption levels for the next day under the specific‐goal condition
(M = 5.59, SD = 2.86) than did those in the general‐goal condition

(M = 6.25, SD = 2.60; F(2, 366) = 3.02, p = .05). By contrast, when

reading the nonconflicting information, we found no significant dif-

ference between the two conditions in reported intended meat

consumption for the next day (M = 5.98, SD = 3.26 for the specific

goal andM = 5.81, SD = 2.91 for general goal; F(2, 366) = 1.5, p = .223).

See Figure 2.

We also wanted to examine whether the difference between a

specific and general goal in the conflicting condition was emerging

from the increased value of the specific goal under a conflicting

context, or the loss of the value of a general goal. ANOVA analysis

with planned contrast comparing between specific‐conflicting goal to

specific‐nonconflicting goal was nonsignificant (p = .223). A contrast

comparing between general‐conflicting goal to general‐nonconflicting
goal was significant (F(2, 366) = 3.02, p = .05). This pattern of results

seemed to suggest that the general goal under conflicting informa-

tion is failing to reduce consumption when the information conflicts

while a specific goal is still effective.

3.4 | Discussion

In this study, we tested our first hypothesis that in consumption

contexts associated with conflicting information about desired con-

sumption, communicating specific consumption goals by health ex-

perts is more effective in reducing overconsumption than

communicating general consumption goals. We found that when a

consumption context is associated with nonconflicting information,

for example, when the unhealthy consequences of overconsumption

are clearly presented, participants reported the same planned level

of consumption with both specific and general goals. However, in a

consumption context involving conflicting information, a specific goal

resulted in higher intentions to decrease meat consumption than a

general goal. This finding aligns with the accessibility–diagnosticity

conceptualization presented earlier. In conflicting situations, con-

sumers are expected to experience a decline in the perceived value of

information; a specific goal may offer informational value to guide

consumer behavior. To verify the idea that the perceived value of

information is the underlying mechanism, we conducted Study 2.

4 | STUDY 2: THE MEDIATING ROLE OF
THE PERCEIVED VALUE OF INFORMATION

Study 2′s context was brown sugar consumption, a context that is

also associated with conflicting information about consumption and

in which overconsumption is not recommended (Akesowan, 2010).

F IGURE 2 * Participants' reported intended consumption of meat

(M = estimated marginal means controlling for prior “typical day”
meat‐consumption level). Levels represent intended meat
consumption per day in ounces. Conflicting information/Specific goal:

M = 5.59, SD = 2.86; Conflicting information/General goal: M = 6.25,
SD = 2.6; Nonconflicting information/Specific goal: M = 5.98,
SD = 3.26; Nonconflicting information/General goal: M = 5.81,
SD = 2.91. The covariate appearing in the model is evaluated at the

following value: 7.05
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This study tested the prediction that consumers perceive conflicting

information as less informative, which in turn drives their reliance on

specific (vs. general) consumption goals when deciding how many

teaspoons of sugar they would reduce from their daily consumption.

4.1 | Participants

We recruited 247 participants through the Prolific platform. An

outlier analysis revealed there are 6 participants took less than 10 s

to read the manipulation texts (very short time), and 25 participants

reported on more than 16 teaspoons of added sugar a day (extreme

amounts), and therefore, they were screened out of Study 2. The

216 participants were all from the United Kingdom, and included

68 males and 148 females who ranged in age from 19 to 69 years

(M = 36.74, SD = 12.94).

4.2 | Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (conflicting vs. noncon-

flicting information) × 2 (general goal vs. specific goal) between‐
subjects design. Participants were asked to read one of four ran-

domly selected news articles communicating advice by health experts

(see Appendix B for the full list of study stimuli). The articles ad-

dressed the consumption of brown sugar.

The texts were randomized: conflicting with regard to how

healthy or unhealthy brown sugar is relative to white sugar (e.g.,

“Unfortunately, it is unclear that brown sugar, whether raw or re-

fined, has benefits over white sugar in the health department”), or

clear about the negative, unhealthy consequences of brown sugar

consumption (e.g., “Unfortunately, it is clear that brown sugar, whe-

ther raw or refined, has no benefits over white sugar in the health

department”). The texts emphasized different types of goals pre-

sented by experts in their concluding paragraphs: a specific

goal—“the maximum amount of added (brown and white) sugars you

are advised to eat in a day are: 31 g, which equals 8 teaspoons”—or a

general goal—“…the amount of added (brown and white) sugars you

are advised to eat in a day should be reduced.” Next, participants

were asked to report how many teaspoons of sugar they were willing

to reduce from their daily consumption, using a free text (numerical)

field.

4.2.1 | Perceived value of information

We measured the perceived value of information, using the following

items taken from a recently developed perceived‐informativeness

scale for investigation of eyewitness memory reporting (where con-

flicting information is often a given reality; McCallum, Brewer, &

Weber, 2019): “I thought that the information presented in the ar-

ticle was too general to be useful” and “I thought that the information

in the article was too vague” on a 7‐point Likert scale (1 = Strongly

disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). The items were highly correlated

(α = .796) and therefore were averaged into a single index. Because

they were negatively phrased, we used the reverse score for the

perceived value of information. Finally, participants answered de-

mographic questions and were thanked and compensated.

4.3 | Results

4.3.1 | Manipulation test

We first conducted a manipulation check on an independent sample

of 125 MTurk participants to verify that the different conditions

activated different levels of message clarity with respect to in-

formation type (conflicting or nonconflicting) Participants read either

the conflicting or nonconflicting text and were asked, “How healthy is

it to consume brown sugar as compared to white sugar?” (1 = clearly

not healthy at all, 7 = not clear if it's healthy or not).

As expected, participants who read the nonconflicting text re-

ported such consumption is significantly less healthy (M = 2.46,

SD = 1.73) than did participants who read the conflicting text

(M = 4.68, SD = 2.12, F(1, 123) = 40.96, p < .000, η2 = 0.25). Goal type

did not affect these ratings F(1, 123) = 0.005, p = .94, η2 = 0.000).

4.3.2 | Reduced overconsumption

An ANOVA analysis of the number of teaspoons of sugar a day

participants reported they were willing to reduce as a function of

information type (0 = nonconflicting, 1 = conflicting) and goal type

(0 = general goal, 1 = specific goal) revealed a significant two‐way

interaction effect (F(1, 212) = 4.33, p = .039, η2 = 0.02).1 As expected,

planned comparisons revealed that participants who read the

conflicting information were willing to reduce their daily sugar

consumption by more than those under the specific‐goal condition
(M = 3.05, SD = 2.20) than those in the general‐goal condition

(M = 2.03, SD = 1.87; F(1, 212) = 2.72, p = .007). By contrast, when

reading the nonconflicting information, we found the difference in

the amount by which participants were willing to decrease their daily

sugar‐consumption levels was insignificant (Mspecific = 2.59, SDspecific =

1.77 vs. Mgeneral = 2.69, SDgeneral = 1.99; F(1, 212) = 0.253, p = .80).

As in Study 1, we wanted to examine whether the difference

between a specific and general goal in the conflicting condition was

emerging from the increased value of the specific goal under a con-

flicting context, or the loss of the value of a general goal. ANOVA

analysis with planned contrast comparing between specific‐
conflicting goal to specific‐nonconflicting goal was nonsignificant

(p = .236). A contrast comparing between general‐conflicting goal to

general‐nonconflicting goal was marginally significant (F

(3, 212) = 1.73, p < .08). Like in Study 1, this pattern of results seems

1This effect remains stable when we also consider the general level of sugar consumption as

a covariate (F(1, 211) = 3.19, p = .07).
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to suggest that the general goal under conflicting information is

losing its value while a specific goal retains its effectiveness.

4.3.3 | Perceived value of information

An additional ANOVA of the perceived value of information revealed

a significant effect of information type (F(1, 212) = 5.45, p = .023,

η2 = 0.025). In line with our expectations, participants who read the

conflicting information perceived it as providing lower value

(M = 4.50, SD = 1.17) than those who read the nonconflicting in-

formation (M = 4.89, SD = 1.25). Neither the effect of goal type

(F(1, 212) = 1.43, p = .23) nor the two‐way interaction between in-

formation type and goal type (F(1, 212) = 0.023, p = .88) had sig-

nificant effects on perceived value of information.

4.3.4 | Mediated moderation analysis

We explored whether the type of information (i.e., the predictor) in-

fluences its perceived value (i.e., the mediator) (M = 4.69, SD = 1.22), and

consequently, moderated by goal type (i.e., the moderator) impacts the

willingness to reduce sugar consumption (using the PROCESS boot-

strapping method, Model 15, with 5,000 resamples; Hayes, 2013). See

Figure 1 for model specification and Table 1 for a complete view of the

results. Specifically, as expected, we not only replicated the moderating

effect of goal type (b = 1.259, SE = 0.539, p< .020) but also found a

significant indirect effect between information type and sugar reduction

through the mediating role of the perceived value of information only

under the specific‐goal condition (b = −0.154, SE = 0.100, 95% CI:

−0.425 to −0.0169), and not under the general‐goal condition

(b = −0.018, SE = 0.065, 95% CI: − 0.170 to 0.099).

4.4 | Discussion

In this study, we replicated Study 1′s findings that specific con-

sumption goals are more effective in reducing overconsumption than

general consumption goals in contexts with conflicting information

about desired consumption. Finally, we identified the decrease in the

perceived value of information as driving the reliance on specific

goals and consequently leading to behavioral change.

4.4.1 | Ruling out an alternative explanation:
Participants' involvement

In Study 2, we tested and verified the role of perceived value of

information as an underlying mechanism. Still, when consumers face

a context with conflicting information, it may lead them to be

more motivated to understand the context. This suggests an alter-

native explanation to the findings of Studies 1 and 2. Specifically,

these studies may have manipulated involvement with the issue. This

in turn, may have led to more systematic processing when the

information conflicts, and more heuristic processing when the

information is consistent.

To rule out this possibility we ran two post‐studies. First, we

considered the time spent on reading the manipulations as a proxy

for participants' involvement (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1993; Kapferer &

Laurent, 1993). We also tested involvement using a valid consumer

involvement scale (Mittal, 1995; Steinhart, Mazursky, & Kamins, 2013)

which examined how: important/unimportant, of concern/of no con-

cern, means a lot/means nothing, matters/does not matter, significant/

insignificant, each of the texts (stimuli) was. We expected no time

difference between the conflicting versus nonconflicting conditions

and no difference in participants' involvement.

We conducted two post‐studies using MTurk: (a) post‐study 1:

N= 200, 61.5% males, age range 20–70 (M = 37.86, SD =12.70). (b)

Post‐study 2: N = 202, 63% males, age range 20–69 (M = 36.21, SD =

10.04). In each post‐study, participants were randomly assigned to read

each of the text stimuli presented to participants in Studies 1 and 2.

We first compared the time (in seconds) it took participants to

read (process) each of the text stimuli (conflicting/nonconflicting and

specific/general) using the texts of both Study 1 (meat) and Study 2

(brown sugar).

Post‐study 1 (meat)—main effect: conflicting versus noncon-

flicting text (F[1, 196] = 0.009, p = .924, η2 = 0.000); main effect:

TABLE 1 Results summary of the mediated moderated analysis
(Study 2)

Dependent variable

Value of

information

Willingness to reduce

sugar consumption

Intercept 4.895*** 2.469***

(0.118) (0.746)

Information type −0.391** −0.635MS (p = .08)

(0.165) (0.368)

Goal type −1.861NS

(1.153)

Value of information 0.045NS

(0.146)

Information

type × Goal type

1.259**

(0.537)

Value of information ×

Goal type

0.350NS

(0.222)

R2 .026 .061

Overall F 5.594** 2.714*

df 1,214 5,210

Abbreviations: MS, marginally significant; NS, non significant.

*p < .05.

**p < .01.

***p < .001.
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specific versus general text (F[1, 196] = 0.710, p = .401, η2 = 0.004).

Interaction: (F[1,196] = 0.135, p = .714, η2 = 0.001).

Post‐study 2—main effect: conflicting versus nonconflicting text

(F[1, 198] = 0.661, p = .417, η2 = 0.003); main effect: specific versus

general text (F[1, 198] = 0.376, p = .541, η2 = 0.002). Interaction:

(F[1, 198] = 0.046, p = .830, η2 = 0.000). Thus, in both post‐studies—1

and 2 we found no difference in the time participants spent reading

the manipulations.

We next tested involvement using a 5‐item consumer involvement

scale (Mittal, 1995; Steinhart et al., 2013) (post‐study 1: α = .95, post‐
study 2: α = .94). As expected, the comparison was nonsignificant for

both post‐studies: Post‐study 1—main effect: conflicting versus non-

conflicting text (F[1, 196] = 0.162, p = .688, η2 = 0.001); main effect:

specific versus general text (F[1, 196] = 0.138, p= .711, η2 = 0.001). In-

teraction: (F[1, 196] = 0.009, p = .923, η2 = 0.000).

Post‐study 2—main effect: conflicting versus nonconflicting text

(F[1, 198] = 0.003, p = .856, η2 = 0.000); main effect: specific versus

general text (F[1, 198] = 0.008, p = .927, η2 = 0.000). Interaction:

(F[1, 198] = 0.004, p = .949, η2 = 0.000).

Therefore, we ruled out the alternative explanation of partici-

pants' involvement.

5 | STUDY 3: DE ‐MARKETING
APPLICATION IN THE FIELD

Study 3 aimed to replicate the previous studies while examining the

effectiveness of goals in marketing messages in the field. In Studies

1 and 2, participants read articles that were explicitly linked to the

findings of experts/scientists. In Study 3, our aim was to determine

whether specific goals would remain effective when communicated

through a de‐marketing campaign, only implicitly linked to experts.

Importantly, the current study tested the effect of goals on reduced

overconsumption in the field, measuring actual consumption behavior

up to 2 days after exposure to the message. The study context was

coffee consumption, a context that is also associated with conflicting

information about desired consumption and overconsumption is not

recommended (Freedman, Park, Abnet, Hollenbeck, & Sinha, 2012).

5.1 | Participants

We recruited 88 undergraduate students online for course credit.

Because we explicitly asked for participants who were heavy coffee

drinkers, all of our participants reported consuming three or more

cups of coffee a day. Participants consisted of 21 men and 67 women

ranging in age from 20 to 36 (M = 24.17, SD = 1.9).

5.2 | Procedure

Participants completed an online questionnaire in which they re-

ported key demographics (e.g., age, gender), and were then exposed

to one of two short statements. The original slogans were written in

Hebrew. Translated, the slogans read as follows: (A) Conflicting

information—specific goal: “Is it healthy to drink coffee? It is not clear

at all; therefore, drinking one cup of coffee a day is the best thing to

do.” Or (B) Conflicting information—general goal: “Is it healthy to

drink coffee? It is not clear at all; therefore, drinking fewer cups of

coffee a day is the best thing to do.”

Following exposure to the statements, participants were asked

to repeat the statement they just read and answer a number of

questions using a 7‐point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much): “How

convincing was the message?” “How 'catchy' was the slogan?” “Would

you recommend using it as a part of a real de‐marketing campaign?”

We used these questions to verify participants had internalized the

message. Next, each participant received three coupons for one cup

of coffee each (that could be used at one of the university campus

cafeterias in the next 2 days). The coupons were marked with serial

numbers to allow us to differentiate between the two conditions

without the participants noticing the difference. Finally, the partici-

pants were thanked and reimbursed with course credit.

After all participants completed their questionnaires and the

timeframe for using the coupons had passed, we collected the used

coupons from the cafeteria. The number of used coupons across the

two different conditions served as a measure of coffee consumption.

5.3 | Results

In the conflicting‐specific‐goal message condition, 135 coupons were

distributed to 45 participants. Of these 135 coupons, 42 were re-

deemed (31.11%). In the conflicting‐general‐goal message condition,

129 coupons were given to 43 participants. Of these 129 coupons, 54

were redeemed (41.86%). Our key hypothesis proposed that parti-

cipants who were exposed to a specific goal would utilize fewer

coffee coupons than those who were exposed to a general goal.

A one‐way Z test for the proportions of coupons redeemed by the

two populations was significant (Z = −1.81, p = .03), suggesting

participants who were exposed to a conflicting de‐marketing slogan

coupled with a specific goal consumed less coffee than participants

who were exposed to a conflicting de‐marketing slogan coupled with

a general goal.

5.4 | Discussion

Our field study demonstrated that exposure to a de‐marketing

message that set a specific consumption goal can lead to behavioral

change—in our case, reduced overconsumption of coffee. Specifically,

in consumption contexts where consumers are exposed to conflicting

information about desired consumption, participants clung to a re-

commended specific goal. This finding, coupled with the earlier

findings from Studies 1 and 2, reinforces the potentially positive role

of diagnostic information in consumption contexts associated with

conflicting information.
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6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

Policymakers, health experts as well as social marketers, seek ef-

fective policies and marketing strategies that can reduce the con-

sumption of unhealthy food (Lee, 2011). In the current research, we

demonstrate that communication by health experts that emphasizes

specific goals is more effective in reducing overconsumption than

communication that emphasizes general goals in consumption con-

texts with conflicting information. Across different types of food and

beverage items (meat, brown sugar, coffee), we demonstrated the

effect of specific goal‐setting on intended and actual decreased

consumption when conflicting information is provided. In Study 1, we

demonstrated that specific goals lead to decreased intentions to

consume meat (vs. general goals which lose its effectiveness when

the information is conflicting). This effect was present only when

accompanied by a conflicting message. In Study 2, we focused on the

intended consumption of brown sugar, and addressed a possible

operating mechanism related to consumers' perceived value of the

information they are exposed to. Studies 1 and 2 suggest that in a

conflicting context, a general goal loses its effectiveness. However, a

specific goal retains its effectiveness. In Study 2 we addressed the

perceived value of information as an underlying mechanism and

found that consumers perceive conflicting information as less in-

formative, which in turn drives the effectiveness of specific (vs.

general) consumption goals for reduced overconsumption. Study 3

was a field study in which we demonstrated the effect of marketing

slogans (only implicitly carry a recommendation by experts as op-

posed to the explicit expert‐based news articles in Studies 1 and 2)

with a specific goal (vs. a general goal) on the actual decrease in

coffee consumption up to 2 days after exposure to the message.

6.1 | Theoretical implications

The current research proposes that policymakers, health experts and

social marketers should approach consumers with expert‐based ad-

vice with specific rather than general goals to effectively change their

behavior and reduce overconsumption when they encounter con-

flicting information. Our theoretical premise and framework are

based on the accessibility–diagnosticity model (Feldman &

Lynch, 1988). According to this model, a piece of accessible in-

formation is used as an input if it is considered diagnostic. In cases of

conflicting information (i.e., consumers are exposed to conflicting

messages about the healthiness of a food item), consumers are more

likely to follow diagnostic inputs—information available in the en-

vironment, such as specific goals presented by experts.

Conflicting information is often viewed as disadvantageous for

consumers because it is expected to bias and impair their judgment

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). However, we argue that the fact that

people are more susceptible to influence when exposed to conflicting

information (Thomas & Park, 2013) can be useful for policymakers in

search of methods that are effective in influencing healthier behavior

and promoting reduced overconsumption of less healthy foods.

Studying consumption contexts with conflicting information along-

side the need to reduce overconsumption, reveals a unique situation

in which decision‐making processes, such as the search for informa-

tion, can be of value. We show here that combining conflicting in-

formation with a specific goal can also be useful in positively

influencing healthier consumption.

We also addressed the underlying process of the effect of goal

type on intended consumption by studying informativeness of the

recommended goal. We relied on the view that specific information is

considered more informative than general information (Ro-

senthal, 1971). This effect might be extended to other contexts, such

as the specificity of online reviews, product version numbers, prices,

and adoption of new products. For example, in the context of online

reviews, consumers are provided with access to a considerable

amount of information, including user reviews, which can be over-

whelming, and its relevance to one's own preferences and circum-

stances is often uncertain (Broniarczyk & Griffin, 2014; Jiménez &

Mendoza, 2013). In sifting through the information available online,

consumers may seek additional information to trust the reviews, and

their beliefs about the informativeness embedded in specific versus

general reviews could play a significant role.

We contribute to consumer research on goal‐setting by studying

goal‐setting in consumption contexts with conflicting information. In

addition, much of the existing work in this area is focused on in-

creased consumption (Ailawadi & Neslin, 1998; Kearney, 2010;

St‐Onge, Keller, & Heymsfield, 2003). Persuading people to abandon

an existing habit is much more difficult than persuading them to

increase consumption, as the de‐marketing literature suggests

(Grinstein & Nisan, 2009; Shiu, Hassan, & Walsh, 2009). Never-

theless, in Study 3, for example, our participants were coffee drinkers

who consumed at least three cups of coffee daily. When they were

provided with coupons for free coffee, they still chose to redeem

fewer coupons when provided with a specific goal to pursue when

they were exposed to conflicting information. Decreased consump-

tion was evident even 2 days following exposure to the conflicting

message.

Finally, evidence from previous research offers mixed results

regarding the effectiveness of specific versus general goals, sug-

gesting each strategy may operate differently under different con-

ditions (Locke & Latham, 1990; Rabinovich et al., 2009; Ülkümen &

Cheema, 2011). Although most messages are framed as general goals

in practice (as we observed early on by studying two popular slogan

websites), our research shows specific goal‐setting by health experts

would be more beneficial in influencing behavior when conflicting

information is involved.

6.2 | Managerial implications

Health agencies and many actors in the government, nonprofit, and

social marketing spheres are in search of effective policies and

marketing strategies to reduce consumption of unhealthy food items,

especially overconsumption. For example, a guideline published by
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the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to promote

healthy eating in schools, states that schools should “adopt marketing

techniques” because they “can be used to promote healthy foods and

beverages among students” (Lee, 2011). The current work can di-

rectly contribute to their efforts.

In an era of information overload that often involves conflicting

information, consumers can be confused about the “healthiness” of

food items. Policymakers and interested organizations can leverage

the idea that communication of specific goals by health experts will

be an effective tool in limiting consumption (e.g., “Eat meat only twice

a week.”) where confusion exists (e.g., “Is it healthy to eat meat?”).

Thus, instead of fighting confusion in determining whether a certain

kind of food is healthy, health agencies and other interested orga-

nizations should embrace the conflicting information that exists

around many food items and influence consumer behavior by setting

the bar for balanced consumption levels.

The latter implication can be viewed in the context of an on‐
going and growing debate about the ethicality of persuasion ap-

proaches (e.g., nudges, marketing messages) that aim to change

consumer behavior under the assumption that such a change is

beneficial for consumers' and society's welfare (e.g., Eyal et al., 2016;

Hagman et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2013). On the one hand, some

criticize these marketing efforts and nudges, viewing them as po-

tentially manipulative and unethical, and as violating consumers'

sovereignty (Cookson, 2013; Eyal, 2016). In our specific study con-

text, the ethical challenge is the fact that consumers' exposure to

conflicting information is utilized for the purpose of paternalistically

driving consumers toward a certain objective, although this objective

is the increase in consumers' well‐being (Schubert, 2017). On the

other hand, some scholars support these—relatively effective—

approaches in spite of their ethical challenges and other dilemmas

given they serve an important end goal, for the specific consumer and

society more broadly. Whether a green nudge or a health de‐
marketing message, a positive behavioral change improves the eco-

logical environment or one's health (Schubert, 2017; Tannenbaum,

Fox, & Rogers, 2017). Also, in the context of ethical implications,

some actors may take advantage of the approach suggested here in

unwarranted ways, for example, by aiming to increase rather than

decrease consumption of unhealthy food items, or trying to decrease

consumption of their competitors' products. Although we need to be

cautious about generalizability to other nonfood domains, whether

actors can apply the approach suggested in domains that carry

conflicting information, such as in the political landscape (e.g., voting

or not? Voting for candidate X or Y?) or financial decision‐making

(e.g., taking a loan or not?), is an open ethical question. At the end of

the day, policymakers and social marketers need to account for

ethical considerations and choose a persuasion tool that will overall

do more good than harm to society and consumers.

Our findings also suggest current marketing communications

rarely utilize specific goal‐setting: a preliminary review of 117 slo-

gans identified in the health field shows that only nine of them in-

cluded specific goals. As discussed, specific goals could be used much

more by health agencies, NGOs, and social marketers, especially in

consumption contexts under public debate and with conflicting in-

formation where the goal is to decrease consumption.

Although this study focuses on consumers' well‐being and on

strategies that policymakers, health agencies, and social marketers

can use to reduce consumption of unhealthy foods, it might offer

valuable lessons for responsible corporations. Because corporate

social responsibility encourages value‐based business activity that

represents social and environmental concerns, ideas such as “con-

scious capitalism” and “shared value” (Porter & Kramer, 2002)

emerge in companies that seek to follow a business strategy that

benefits both human beings and the environment. Corporations may

apply the above consumer‐based communication approaches when

targeting consumers or employees, for example, utilizing specific

goals when promoting healthier eating in the workplace.

7 | LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

While our article contributes to the literature, it is not without lim-

itations, which may suggest opportunities for future research. First,

and most importantly, this article addresses situations where con-

flicting information exists with regard to consumption levels. A valid

question may be to ask whether, if the information is conflicting and

no scientific agreement exists that a decrease in consumption is re-

quired in terms of consumers' health, guidance should be given.

In this article, we aim to offer a way to influence consumers in

cases where the general agreement is that a decrease in over-

consumption promotes consumers' health. In such cases, setting a

goal that will lead to a general decrease in overconsumption is in line

with health guidelines. Although decision‐making errors and short-

cuts can be used in many ways, the use of specific goals under con-

flicting information should be approached with caution, based on

scientific knowledge, and aimed at benefitting the health of the

general public. Regarding the question of whether to use a specific

goal even in the absence of any clear agreement regarding that goal,

our aim is to decrease overconsumption. As we have shown, setting a

goal does not mean people align with this exact goal, but rather that

they reduce overconsumption toward that goal.

Future studies can broaden the exploration to different goal

types. For example, a promising direction for future research is the

usage of social norms instead of specific numeric goals as an in-

formation source, for example, telling teenagers that “most other

teenagers do not…” as relevant information for behavioral change.

Second, although Study 3 followed a short‐term longitudinal

design (2 days), we did not fully capture the potential long‐term im-

plications of specific goals on reduced consumption. The current

study applies cues that successfully triggered short‐term behavioral

change (Study 3) or intentions to change (Studies 1 and 2). Because

long‐term effects are of value, future studies should examine them.

Specifically, the literature offers mixed views regarding the most

effective consumer‐persuasion strategies over time. Whether using

intensive repetitions for a short time, which would create consumer

annoyance at the beginning but increase familiarity in the long run or
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using a less intense and repetitive campaign over time is more va-

luable is unclear (Kronrod & Huber, 2019).

Third, the effects we identified were demonstrated only in the

food context, which limits the generalizability of our findings. Al-

though we should be cautious about this, conflicting information

exists across multiple domains. Future studies can test the proposed

conceptual framework and the resulting reduction in consumption in

other areas. These areas might be ones that, similar to food con-

sumption, carry personal consequences for the consumer, such as

exercise (e.g., the impact of frequent jogging) or financial decision

making (e.g., retirement savings) or areas that carry consequences for

both the consumers and others, such as environmental behavior (e.g.,

car or plastic bag usage). Future studies should also test the effect of

specific goal‐setting versus general goal‐setting in different cultures

with different communication styles.

Fourth, the possibility of boundary conditions should be further

studied. One candidate involves cultural differences that may affect

the perception of specific versus general goals. Indeed, in the in-

troduction section, we presented an example of a study in which

goals operate differently in different cultures (Fang et al., 2004). In

the current study, we performed three studies with participants from

different cultures (US, UK, Israel) to increase the external validity of

our findings. Still, future cross‐culture studies are warranted. Second,

plausible boundary condition may be related to the role of various

types of information and their influence on decision‐making pro-

cesses. Jakubanecs, Fedorikhin, and Iversen (2018) describe how

diagnostic information in goal‐setting have affected consumers be-

yond cultural differences under goal conflict. Third, additional pos-

sible boundary conditions can be related to consumer personal

characteristics, for instance one's need for cognition (consumers low

in need for cognition may prefer more directional (specific) goals).

Nussbaum (2005) finds the relation between goal setting, need for

cognition, and task performance among children. Finally, in the cur-

rent research, we focused on health experts and did not compare

different message sources. Future research should do so to study

how different sources of the message may impact our findings.

Finally, additional attention should be given to the topic of re-

duced consumption. Although modern societies are abundant with

consumption opportunities, a growing body of alarming evidence

concerns the negative consequences of overconsumption and mate-

rialism for our environment and well‐being (Kasser & Kanner, 2004;

Yakobovitch & Grinstein, 2016). The combination of conflicting and

conflicting information and the need for reduced consumption pro-

vides fertile ground for future studies aimed at encouraging healthier

and more sustainable consumption.
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APPENDIX A: MANIPULATION TEXT FOR STUDY 1

Conditions A and B: Nonconflicting information

Study: Meat—Dangerous for you!

New data show substantial benefits in reducing consumption of meat

to less than one serving size of 3 oz a day and substituting healthier

proteins.

U.S. researchers found that a diet rich in animal protein, such as

meat and cheese, increases the risk of death, cancer, and diabetes.

Is your diet rich in protein? Should you begin to reduce con-

sumption? Recently, there has been a public discussion on the subject

of rich in protein food. Researchers at USC in Los Angeles thoroughly

examined the issue. They reviewed a long series of studies on dif-

ferent populations (meta‐analysis: over 115,000 subjects, different

countries, different ages, different genders, and different health

status). Research results were very consistent. The results showed

that protein‐rich menu enthusiasts were at high risk for early mor-

tality as compared with those who followed a diet low in protein. The

researchers concluded that consuming high amounts of animal pro-

tein is especially a major risk factor for cancer mortality, as compared

with a low‐protein diet.

A laboratory study in which researchers sampled 6,318 adults

from a variety of ages examined the association between protein

intake and tumor progression in patients. The researchers found that,

after 2months, there was a slower spread of tumors in patients who

received a low‐protein diet.

The researchers concluded that a protein‐rich diet is the con-

sumption of at least 20% of one's daily calories in protein. Animal

protein, including meat, milk, and cheese, were found in all studies to

be harmful. However, “it seems vegetable proteins like beans are

healthier proteins than proteins which come from animals,” said

Professor Walter Longo, who headed the research team. Reducing

the consumption of animal proteins and favoring vegetable protein

will reduce the risk of death with certainty.

Specific goal: The researchers recommended consuming no more

than one serving size of 3 oz a day and substituting healthier proteins.

General goal: The researchers recommended reducing meat

consumption as much as possible daily.

Conditions C and D: Conflicting information

Study: Meat—Dangerous for you?

New data show mixed results in reducing consumption of meat to less

than one serving size of 3 oz a day and substituting healthier proteins.

U.S. researchers have found conflicting evidence for whether a

diet rich in animal protein, such as meat and cheese, increases the

risk of death, cancer, and diabetes.

Is your diet rich in protein? Should you begin to reduce con-

sumption? Recently, there has been a public discussion on the subject

of rich‐in‐protein food. Researchers at USC in Los Angeles thor-

oughly examined the issue. They reviewed a long series of studies on

different populations (meta‐analysis: over 115,000 subjects, different

countries, different ages, different genders, and different health

status). Results showed inconsistencies. The results showed it is im-

possible to determine exactly that protein‐rich menu enthusiasts are

at greater risk of early death than those who followed a diet low in

protein. The researchers concluded it was unclear whether a higher

intake of animal protein, is a high‐risk factor for cancer mortality, as

compared with a low‐protein diet.

A laboratory study in which researchers sampled 6,318 adults

from a variety of ages examined the association between protein

intake and tumor progression in patients. The researchers found that

after a 2‐month trial, in some cases, there was a difference in the

spread of tumors in patients who received a diet rich in protein, and

in some cases, there was no difference between the speed of the

spread of tumors in patients who received a diet rich in protein

versus those who received a low‐protein diet.

The researchers concluded that a protein‐rich diet includes

consumption of at least 20% of one's daily calories in protein. Animal

protein, including meat, milk, and cheese, were found in some studies

to be harmful, and in others, beneficial. However, “it seems vegetable

proteins like beans, are healthier proteins than proteins which come

from animals,” said Professor Walter Longo, who headed the re-

search team. Reducing the consumption of animal protein, and fa-

voring vegetable protein, probably reduces the risk of death.

Specific goal: The researchers recommended consuming no more

than one serving size of 3 oz a day and substituting healthier proteins.
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General goal: The researchers recommended reducing meat

consumption as much as possible daily.

APPENDIX B: MANIPULATION TEXT FOR STUDY 2

Conditions A and B: Conflicting information

What are the benefits of brown sugar versus white
sugar?

The (questionable) health benefits of brown sugar

You may associate brown sugar with more health benefits than its

white counterpart. Unfortunately, it is unclear that brown sugar,

whether raw or refined, has benefits over white sugar in the health

department. Brown sugar's main differentiating factors include its

appearance, a molasses flavor, and slightly more minerals.

Brown sugar contains slightly more minerals than refined white

sugar, but only due to the molasses content, according to the United

States Department of Agriculture (USDA). Per 100 g (about 3.5 oz),

white sugar contains 387 calories, no magnesium, 2 mg of potassium,

and 1mg of calcium. On the other hand, per the same amount, brown

sugar contains 380 calories, 9 mg of magnesium, 133mg of po-

tassium, and 83mg of calcium for the same amount. Experts are

uncertain with regard to the health benefits of brown sugar, as these

differences are not conclusive—and we are still talking about sugar,

after all.

Specific goal: The average intake of sugar (brown and white) per

person in the United States is 76.7 g/day, which equals 19 teaspoons

or 306 calories.

According to the American Heart Association (AHA), the max-

imum amount of added (brown and white) sugars you are advised to

eat in a day are: 31 g, which equals 8 teaspoons or 125 calories.

General goal: According to the AHA, the amount of added (brown

and white) sugars you are advised to eat in a day should be reduced.

Conditions C and D: Nonconflicting information

What are the benefits of brown sugar versus white
sugar?

The (no) health benefits of brown sugar

You may associate brown sugar with more health benefits

than its white counterpart. Unfortunately, it is clear that brown

sugar, whether raw or refined, has no benefits over white sugar in

the health department. Brown sugar's main differentiating fac-

tors include its appearance, a molasses flavor, and slightly more

minerals.

Brown sugar contains slightly more minerals than refined white

sugar, but only due to the molasses content, according to the USDA.

Per 100 g (about 3.5 oz), white sugar contains 387 calories, no

magnesium, 2mg of potassium, and 1mg of calcium. On the other

hand, brown sugar contains 380 calories, 9 mg of magnesium, 133mg

of potassium, and 83mg of calcium for the same amount. However, do

not expect to see any health benefits, since these differences are pretty

much negligible—and we are still talking about sugar, after all.

Specific goal: The average intake of sugar (brown and white) per

person in the United States is 76.7 g/day, which equals 19 teaspoons

or 306 calories. According to the AHA, the maximum amount of

added (brown and white) sugars you are advised to eat in a day are:

31 g, which equals 8 teaspoons or 125 calories.

General goal: According to the AHA, the amount of added

(brown and white) sugars you are advised to eat in a day should

be reduced.
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